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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In this Amendment, Applicant has amended claims 1-19 and 21-25 and cancelled claims 26- 
44, 46-69 and 71-75 from further consideration in this application. Applicant is not conceding 
that the subject matter encompassed by claims 1-19, 21-44, 46-69 and 71-75, prior to this 
Amendment is not patentable over the art cited by the Examiner. Claims 1-19 and 21-25 were 
amended and claims 26-44, 46-69 and 71-75 were cancelled in this Amendment to facilitate 
expeditious prosecution of the allowable subject matter. Applicant respectfully reserves the right 
to pursue claims, including the subject matter encompassed by claims 1-19, 21-44, 46-69 and 71- 
75, as presented prior to this Amendment and additional claims in one or more continuing 
applications. 

In this amendment, only claims 1-19 and 21-25 will be discussed, as the remaining claims are 
canceled until a later time. In paragraphs 4-17, claims 1-5, 7-1 1, 1317 and 21 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(a0 as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over PU Publication No. 
2002/00991 1 1 Al by Gupta et al. (hereinafter Gupta), in view of US 6,574,658 Bl to Gabber at 
al. (hereinafter Gabber), further in view of what was well known in the art. The rejection is 
traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Gupta describes a system and method for integrating collaboration activities into email. 
The term "collaborative message" is used to describe this special email. The collaborative 
message includes a query portion 132, a feedback portion 134, a respondent's portion 136, and 
an attachment portion 138 (see FIG. 2). At paragraph [0050], examples of collaborative email 
have been given to include, new message icon, a menu selection, a control-key sequence, a 
particular one of multiple templates or forms stored by the email program, forwarding templates 
or forms stored by the email program, and forwarding of a previously received collaborative 
email message. The examiner relies on the argument in a previous office action that at [0090], 
that comments from recipients may be able to indicate whether their comment should be 
anonymous. However, at [0028] Gupta makes clear that the initial collaborative email message 
generated by a message author is sent to recipients identified on a distribution list, and further at 
[0110], Gupta discloses that the newly created collaborative email message is communicated to 
the email server associated with each recipient in the distribution list. Thus, in Gupta, the 
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recipients are known to the author in order to send the initial message to the recipients, even if 
comments received back may be anonymous. It is submitted that this is different from the 
method of independent claims 1 and 8 wherein the first computer system sends a message to 
computer systems in a group of computer systems wherein each computer system is anonymous 
to the first computer system, as claimed. Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to claim that the 
message includes "a question whose answer requires expertise in a topic of interest," and each 
computer system in the group of computer systems has "a filter for filtering said message for 
keywords defining expertise in said topic of interest." It is submitted that in Gupta, all messages 
are collaborative messages, meaning many people collaborate on the messages in a social space. 
In claims 1 and 8, there is no collaboration between the first computer system and the computer 
systems in the group of computer systems. As claimed, the first computer system sends a 
message including a question whose requires expertise in a topic of interest, and wherein each 
computer in the group of computer systems has a filter for defining expertise in the topic of 
interest. The message also includes GUI message attributes and GUI message functionality. 
Paragraph [0076] of the specification lists GUI functionality to include "buttons, standard, check, 
radio, menus, toolbars, hyperlinks, tree, table, custom controls described by standard mark up 
language ... ." In Gupta, the options are described as an "option of his or her email program". 
Gupta also uses "templates or forms stored by the email program" (see paragraph [0050]. 
Further, in Gupta, "Creation of a collaborative email message is integrated with the author's 
email system. By integrating the creation of collaborative email messages with the author's 
email system, the collaborative email messages can take advantage of many (if not all) of the 
features of the email system." In claim 1, the message includes the "GUI message attributes and 
the GUI message functionality such that the message includes aspects of how the second 
computer system is to display the message content." In claim 8, "extracting said aspects 
including attributes, functionality and content from the message at the second computer, creating 
a user interactive GUI representation at the second computer system, . . . and displaying the user 
interactive GUI representation at the second computer system." It is submitted that using 
toolbars that are in the author's email system to create a collaborative email message is much 
different than including GUI attributes and functionality in the message, which GUI attributes 
and functionality are extracted by a second computer to instruct the second computer how to 
display the user interactive GUI representation at the second computer, as claimed. Thus, as set 
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out in paragraph [0021], "The notification message defines all aspects of how the target user 
might experience the message." 

Gabber is cited as having a filter for filtering said message for keywords of specific interest 
such that the message would have to pass the filter before the respective computer system sees 
the message. Gabber discloses generating an extended source e-mail address for use between a 
sender and a recipient and creating e-mail messages having a destination-dependent extended 
source address structure (see abstract). In Gabber, keyword filtering is user to detect spam to 
recognize and remove spam messages automatically (see Col. 2, lines 25-30). Claims 1 and 8 
have been amended to claim including in the message, a question whose answer requires 
expertise in a topic of interest, each computer system in the group of computer systems 
subscribing to messages from the first computer system indicating a willingness to answer 
questions related to said topic of interest, and each computer system in said group of computer 
systems having a filter for filtering said message for keywords defining expertise in said topic of 
interests. Thus, each computer system in the group of computer systems indicate a willingness 
to answer questions by subscribing to questions before the question is asked. Also, as claimed, 
each computer system defines its expertise by filters for filtering the message for keywords. This 
is different than filtering out span as in Gabber. This filtering is disclosed in paragraph [0041], 
"The filter defines the user's areas of interest or expertise." Further in paragraph [0036], "Mike 
has defined Shotgun Filters for his SkillTap channel to limit messages to topics of his interest 
and expertise." 

It is submitted that independent claims 1 and 8, and all claims depended therefrom, are 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta in view of Gabber, further in view of what was 
well known in the art, which allowance is respectfully requested. 
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It is respectfully submitted that the application is now in condition for allowance, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

/Floyd A. Gonzalez/ 

FLOYD A. GONZALEZ- Attorney 
Registration No. 26,732 
Phone: 845-433-7282 
Fax: 845-432-9786 
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